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Dear Michael, 


fhank you very much for the vaver. It ceme at an extremely timely 
moment, because as Heinz may have told you, I am writing a lecture 
for the doyal institution Evening Discourse on May 23, for which 

I rashly gave the title "Is tnere = Quantum World?". (I sm askins 
them to send you end Helaz tickets in case you would Like to come). 
Your paper is exactly at the level i think I understand, end I 

found it very clear and illumineting of the possible internretations. 


ay lecture 1 am trying to exolain in a way accessible to the 
oertly aon-scientific) aucience, the Cat and EPR paradoxes. J] sm 
sappy with my introduction of #HPR and replies te the immediate 
objections frou violation of socality 1 or Locality 3 - no Bell 
telephoneete (I love your nickname for this!). But let mg ack 
you a question about the congeguences for the Uat. Yould it be 
correct to give an argument parallel to yours in the following 
Way: 


(1) If we adopt view bor U (no sharp values at micro@level), we 
eitherviolste macro-uicro reducivility, or we contennleate mt a 
dead=aid-aléve suncrposition of eat. Rot consequences are 
unplateble, 


(I nave just read Nancy's "How the mcasureaent problem is an 
artefact of the wathewatics" on this, put 1 do aot think she has 
shown that (1) is a nsefo-problem - one cannot do away wita 
physical problems by invoking iwabhemstics any more than one should 
create them by doing so). 


(2) If we adopt view A (sharp values at micro-level), and assume 
reducibility in the sense of these sharn vealuee clessically 
determining macro-desth or survival of Cat, then we are committed 
by a reconstructed Bell taeorem to violation of Locality 3, which 
entails violation of Locality 4. This suggests the following 
unpalatable consequence 2: opening un the box to observe the Cat 
mey cuange its clessical state from dead to alive or vice verse. 


Now my question is, has Q been shwaen to be true, apart from 
conspiracies? Of the refs in your fn 10, I do not find eny heln 
in tberhard's paper, end thougng i an ovreneared to telieve that the 
answer lies in Van Fraassei, 1 an not competent to epoly his 
logic, I shovld be very sreteful if you have a spare copy of your 
(1931), which looks as if it may contain the answer. 


Jhatbt I need imnedistely for the lecture is an authoratetive 
stetement of the consensus about j if this exists. But in any 
case 1 should like to see some accessible arguments about it. 

lL reglize this may need further discussionand elucidation, and if 


lor & "gupervision". I'll vhone you during the week to ask whethe 
the agmver to } is Lons or saort! 


OY chat Sp ee 
, 
/ my 


